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REMARKS 

1. Clarification of claim amendment 

An independent claim 3 has been amended in the following way: 

Claim 3, A method of displaying information in a window on a computer system 
including a display, said window displaying only part of its related information, the 
method comprising: 

m 

providing a window for displaying information; further comprising the step of 

providing means for scrolling the window; and 

displaying in the window a first portion of its related information; and 

scrolling the window to a second portion of its related information, further comprising 
the step of 

causing visual clues, visually distinguishing new information from old information 
that overlaps from said first portion and has been displayed in the previous view for 
more than a first predetermined amount of time now information that does not overlap 

from said first portion , to be displayed in the window after scrolling from said first 

/ 

portion to said second portion; and 

disabling the distinguishing visual clues after a second first predetermined amount of 
time, timet 

whoroin th e distinguishing visual cluee-aro displayed in th e window after scrolling from 
ea id first portion to said s e cond portion if and only if the first portion of window's rolatod 
information is displ a y e d in th e window boforo scrolling from said first portion to said 
s e cond portion for mor e than a second prodotormined amount of time. 

The amendment represents a different way to formulate the same subject matter. 
The new formulation of the claim is logically equivalent to the claim before the 
amendment. 

The claim before the amendment defines two conditions for the visual clues to be 
displayed: (a) the clues distinguish new information from old information that overlaps 
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from the first portion - which means that there must be an overlap from the first 
portion, and <b) the previous portion must be displayed for more than a 
predetermined amount of time. 

The same logical conditions are defined by the currently amended claim 3 
(highlights added): "causing visual clues, visually distinguishing new information from 
old information that overlaps from said first portion and has been displayed in the 

* * 

previous view for more than a first predetermined amount of time, to be displayed 

in the window after scrolling from said first portion to said second portion;". 

The motivation for the amendment is that the amended claim is more consistent 

with the wording of the specification. The original unamended specification reads 

(highlights added): 

"Information that overlaps from a previous view Is not always "old", 
that is, effectively processed by a user." (page 1 1 , last paragraph) 

"In some of the preferred embodiments described below a time limit is 
introduced for considering information "old". Information is considered "old", 
that is, effectively processed by a user (thereafter, "processed information"), if 
and only if the time during which it had been displayed in a window before 
scrolling exceeds a predetermined amount of time. " (page 12, lines 13-19) 

Independent claim 20 has been amended accordingly, as well as claim 18 and 
the brief summary of the invention. 

2. Effective filing date 

Applicant would like to thank Examiner for his comments. They will be taken into 

account when considering options for further course of action. 

3. Overcoming claim rejections under 35 USC § 102 
3. 1. General remarks 

The Office Action of September 12, 2007, rejects claims 3,5,6,14-18,20,24,26-28 

of the applicant's invention (thereafter "Kaptelinin") as being unpatentable over US 
patent 6, 803, 930 (thereafter "Simonson"). Applicant has thoroughly considered the 



PAGE 10/22 ' RCVDAT 12112/2007 1:43:22 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRM/4 ' DNISOTOO' CSID: * DURATION (mm-ss):06-18 



06 JAN 1900 07:04 



SID 11/22 



Kaptelinin Amendment H Page 11 of 22 

arguments in the Office Action and canceled claim 27. In the rest of this section 
applicant provides counter-arguments that overcome the rejections of other claims- 
Applicant would like to thank Examiner for his comments, which comments 
helped applicant to more distinctly define the novelty of his invention. Applicant would 
also like to mention that he is a recognized expert in the field of human-computer 
interaction. One of his papers (Kaptelinin, 1995) is used by Simonson as a key 
reference. Applicant very respectfully requests that his arguments be thoroughly 
considered. 

The rest of this section is organized as follows. First, applicant summarizes his 
main points, labeled as a AP"s ("applicant's points") with consecutive numbers. Second, 
each of these points is discussed in detail. After that applicant discusses individual claim 
rejections and concludes with final remarks. 

3*2, Brief summary of applicant's points 

api . Both Kaptelinin and Simonson teach scrolling from a first portion of a 
document to a second portion of the document and providing visual clues differentiating 
"old" (that is, overlapping from the first portion) and "new* (not overlapping from the first 
portion) contents in the window after scrolling. 

ap2 • A key novel subject matter disclosed by Kaptelinin is displaying the 
differentiating visual clues dependent on whether or not the "old" contents has been 
presented in the previous view for more than a predetermined amount of time. 
This subject matter is different from Simonson's teaching of delay and has important 
advantages over Simonson. 

ap3 . The novel subject matter of Kaptelinin, that is, taking into account how 
much time is actually spent by the user to view information in the previous view, is in no 
way anticipated by Simonson. Neither explicitly nor implicitly does Simonson 
differentiate between different amounts of time actually spent by the user to view 
displayed information. 
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AP4 . Combining of (a) Simonson's teaching of delay and (b) displaying of the 
visual clues only if it is determined that the previously displayed portion had been 
displayed for more than a predetermined amount of time, ~ which combining is 
suggested in the last Office Action, - is unobvious (AP4-a) and unfeasible (AP4-b). 

AP5 . The above points overcome all objections against the novelty of applicant's 
invention and clearly indicate that applicant's invention is patentable over Simonson. 

33. Response to arguments in the last Office Action: 
A detailed discussion of applicant's points 

API 

Both Kaptelinin and Simonson teach scrolling from a first portion of a document to 
a second portion of the document and providing visual clues differentiating "old" (that is, 
overlapping from the first portion) and "new" (not overlapping from the first portion) 
contents in the window after scrolling (see Fig 1). 



Scroll to first 
portion 



Scroll to second 
portion 



Scroll from 
second portion 






Second portion, may 
overlap with first portion 
Visual dues, differentiating 
overlapping from non- 
overlapping information, 
are displayed 



Figure 1 . A sequence of two views 



AP2 

A key novel subject matter disclosed by Kaptelinin is displaying the differentiating 
visual clues only rf "old" contents had been presented in the previous view for more than 
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a predetermined amount of time. This subject matter is different from Sirnonson's 
teaching of delay and has important advantages over Simonson. 

A method representing Kaptelinin's subject matter can be described at a high 
level of abstraction as follows (PT-K means the predetermined amount of time according 
to Kaptelinin; differences between Kaptelinin and Sirnonson's improvement are 
highlighted): 

Kaptelinin: 

L Display a first portion of a document (the time T of displaying the first portion is registered) 
2. Scroll 

5. Display a second portion of the document 
4. Display distinguishing visual clues 

if there is an overlap from the first portion AND if time T is greater than PT-K 

This can be compared to an abstract description of Sirnonson's teaching of delay, 
or "Sirnonson's improvement", as it is called in the last Office Action (PT-S means the 
predetermined amount of time according to Simonson, the difference between Kaptelinin 
and Sirnonson's improvement is highlighted): 

Sirnonson's improvement: 

1. Display a first portion of a document 

2. Scroll 

3. Display a second portion of the document 

4. Display distinguishing visual 

if there is an overlap from the first portion AND after a time delay of PT-S 

The last Office Action states that Sirnonson's improvement has an advantage 
over applicant's invention. It suggests that Sirnonson's improvement can more properly 
address the problem of distraction: 

"In contrast, in the applicant's invention, the visual clue is displayed regardless 
whether the newly presented portion is the intended portion or not. This 
distraction is what Simonson trying to improve." (page 6, lines 2-4) 

Applicant respectfully submits that his invention has important advantages over 
Simonson. Displaying the visual clue in the intended portion according to Simonson can 
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be misleading If the intended portion is a disjoint portion. Kaptelinin, as opposed to 
Simonson, effectively solves this problem. 

In addition, avoiding user distraction is an important but not the main purpose of 
using visual clues (otherwise visual clues could be disabled altogether to avoid any 
distraction at aJI). Making visual clues useful to the user is a more important purpose, 
and in this respect Kaptelinin is superior to Simonson. 

The motivation for Simonson 's improvement is eliminating the 'Hashing" of 
differentiating visual clues (e.g., "persistent background tinting") when the user carries 
out a quick series of scrolling actions. Kaptelinin effectively eliminates persistent flashing 
(in case of whole page scrolling the clues will be quickly displayed only once) but does 
not eliminate flashing completely. Simonson's teaching of delay completely eliminates 
flashing - the clues are only displayed when the last portion of the series Is displayed for 
a predetermined amount of time. However, this also makes Simonson's visual clues less 
useful. Displaying visual clues in the beginning of a quick series of scrolling events (that 
is, 'Hashing" once) is beneficial, since it indicates to the user that the user scrolls beyond 
an adjacent portion of a document 

In addition, Simonson's improvement introduces a delay, which means that uses 
do not get support when they need it the most, that is, immediately after scrolling. 
Kaptelinin, on the contrary, provides visual clues without any delay. Therefore, visual 
clues provided by Kaptelinin are more useful to users. 

AP3 

The last Office Action makes the following remark: 

"Note that the term "previously viewed portion" Implies the actual display of 
document for user viewing, i.e., the user actually spends time to view the 
displayed information, as oppose to successively displaying of disjoint portions in 
scroll through." (page 3 ? - lines 19-22) 

The novel subject matter of Kaptelinin is not anticipated by Simonson's reference 
to "previously viewed portion". Kaptelinin goes beyond simply stating that users actually 
spend time viewing information. A novel subject matter of Kaptelinin is taking into 
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accoun t how much time is actually spent by the user to view displayed information- If a 
first portion of a document is displayed (and, by implication, viewed) only briefly, - that 
is, for less than a predetermined amount of time, - then the differentiating visual clues 
are not displayed after scrolling to a second portion. If a first portion is displayed (and, 
by implication, viewed) for more substantial time, - that is, for more than a 
predetermined amount of time, - the visual clues are displayed. 

This novel subject matter is in no way anticipated by Simonson. Simonson does 
not explicitly or implicitly- differentiate between. different amounts of time actually 
spent by the user to view displayed information. 

An indicator of Simonson's indifference to just how much time user spends to 
view displayed information is the teaching of delay (or "Simonson's improvement", 
according to the last Office Action). The motivation for Simonson's improvement is 
avoiding persistent background tinting when the user quickly scrolls through a 
document. The very need for the improvement clearly Indicates that without such an 
improvement, according to Simonson, the visual clues would be displayed each time the 
user scrolls to a new portion, even when the user quickly scrolls through a document. 
Therefore, according to Simonson p visual clues are presented irrespective of the time 
during which the previous portion has been displayed and viewed. Presenting the clues 
with a delay (the subject matter of Simonson's improvement) helps address the problem 
of user distraction without taking into account how much time the user spends to view a 
previous portion . 

AP4 

The last Office Action remarks: 

"Simonson further teach an improvement such that the displaying of the visual 
clues is delayed until the newly presented portion B is displayed for more than a 
predetermined amount of time. The improvement help to avoid persistent 
background tinting of the previously display content which causes user distraction 
when scrolling quickly through the content. Thus Simonson fails to clearly teach 
displaying of the visual clues if and only If it is determined that the previously 
displayed portion had been displayed for more than a predetermined amount of 
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time (i.e M without considering how long the newly presented portion has been 
displayed). However, it would have been obvious to those skilled In the art, 
at the time the invention was made, to implement the displaying of the 
visual clue s if and only If It Is determined that the previously displayed 
portion A had been displayed for more than a predetermined amount of 
time to Simonson. Motivation of the combining Is for avoiding the time 
delay/ 1 (page 4, tines 3-15, also partly repeated on pages 5-6, highlight added) 

Applicant submits that combining (a) Simonson's teaching of delay and (b) 
displaying of the visual clues if and only if it is determined that the previously displayed 
portion had been displayed for more than a predetermined amount of time, as suggested 
in the last Office Action, is unobvious and/or unfeasible. 

AP4-a (the proposed combining is unobvious) 

First, an argument against considering the proposed combining obvious is that 
neither Simonson nor any other prior art suggest displaying the visual clues dependent 
on whether or not the previously displayed portion A had been displayed for more than a 
predetermined amount of time. And neither Simonson nor any other prior art suggest a 
combination in the manner proposed. 

AP4-b (the proposed combining is unfeasible) 

Second, the proposed combining of (a) Simonson's teaching of delay and (b) 
displaying of the visual clues if and only if it is determined that the previously displayed 
portion had been displayed for more than a predetermined amount of time is not feasible 
if the motivation for combining is avoiding time delays. 

Combining Simonson's teaching of delay with making the delay dependent on the 
time during which the previously presented portion is displayed to the user can be 
abstractly presented as follows (cf. AP2 above, pages 12-14 of this document): 
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Combining (Simonson's improvement + taking into account the time of displaying the 
previous portion): 

1. Display a first portion of a document (note: the time Tof displaying the first portion is 
registered) 

2. Scroll 

3. Display a second portion of the document 

4. Display distinguishing visual clues 

if there is an overlap from the first portion AND if time T is greater than a 
predetermined amount AND after a time delay 

It is obvious that such combining does not eliminate time delays, if time T is less 
than a predetermined amount, the clues are not displayed at all (since they are 
displayed only if T exceeds a predetermined amount of time). If time T exceeds the 
predetermined amount, than according to the combining the clues should be displayed 
with a delay (otherwise the proposed teaching would totally abandon Simonson's 
improvement and will not be a combining). And that would contradict the motivation for 
the combining, 

*** 

Therefore, applicant respectfully disagrees with the claim in the last Office Action 
that ". . .it would have been obvious to those skilled in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to Implement the displaying of the visual clue s if and only If 
It is determined that the previously displayed portion A had been displayed for 
more than a predetermined amount of time to Simonson. Motivation of the 
combining is for avoiding the time delay.' 1 The analysis above provides compelling 
arguments against considering the proposed combining obvious and/or feasible. 

APS 

The above points (AP1-AP4) overcome all objections against the novelty of 
applicant's invention and clearly indicate that applicant's invention is patentable over 
Simonson. 

4. A response to claim rejections 

The Office Action of September 12, 2007, rejected claims 3, 5, 6, 14-18, 20, 24, 26-28 
as being unpatentable over US patent 6, 308, 930 (Simonson). Applicant has rewritten 
independent claims and provides further elaborated arguments to define patentability 
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over this reference. Applicant requests reconsideration of this rejection, as now 
applicable to revised claims, for the following reasons. 

Let us consider independent claim 3. The amended claim reads as follows: 

3. A method of displaying information in a window on a computer system including a 
display, said window displaying only part of its related information, the method 
comprising: • 

providing a window for displaying information; further comprising the step of 
providing means for scrolling the window; and 

displaying in the window a first portion of its related information; and 

scrolling the window to a second portion of its related information, further comprising 
the step of 

causing visual clues, visually distinguishing new information from old information 
that overlaps from said first portion and has been displayed in the previous view for 
more than a first predetermined amount of time, to be displayed in the window after 
scrolling from said first portion to said second portion; and 

disabling the distinguishing visual clues after a second predetermined amount of time. 

The last Office Action makes the following remark: 

"Note that the term "previously viewed portion" implies the actual display of 
document for user viewing, i.e„ the user actually spends time to view the 
displayed information, as oppose to successively displaying of disjoint portions in 
scroll through." (page 3, lines 19-22) 

As discussed in more detail in section AP3 above (pages 14-1 5 of this document), the 
novel subject matter of Kaptelinin is not anticipated by Simonson's reference to 
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"previously viewed portion". Kaptelinin goes beyond simply stating that users actually 
spend time viewing information. A novel subject matter of Kaptelinin is taking into 
accoun t how much time is actually spent by the user to view displayed information. This 
novel subject matter is in no way anticipated by Simonson. Simonson does not 
explicitly or implicitly- differentiate between different amounts of time actually spent by 
the user to view displayed information. 

Additonally, the last Office Action states: 

"Simonson further teach an improvement such that the displaying of the visual 
clues is delayed until the newly presented portion B is displayed for more than a 
predetermined amount of time. The improvement help to avoid persistent 
background tinting of the previously display content which causes user distraction 
when scrolling quickly through the content Thus Simonson fails to clearly teach 
displaying of the visual clues if and only if it is determined that the previously 
displayed portion had been displayed for more than a predetermined amount of 
time (i.e., without considering how long the newly presented portion has been 
displayed). However, it would have been obvious to those skilled In the art, 
at the time the invention was made, to implement the displaying of the 
visual clue s if and only iff it Is determined that the previously displayed 
portion A had been displayed for more than a predetermined amount of 
time to Simonson. Motivation of the combining is for avoiding the time 
delay." (page 4, lines 3-1 5, also partly repeated on pages 5-6, highlight added) 

As discussed in more detail in section AP4 above (pages 15-16 of this document), 
combining (a) Simonson's teaching of delay and (b) displaying of the visual clues iLand 
only if it is determined that the previously displayed portion had been displayed for more 
than a predetermined amount of time, as suggested in the last Office Action, is 
unobvious and/or unfeasible. Neither Simonson nor any other prior art suggest 
displaying of the visual clues dependent on whether or not the previously displayed 
portion A had been displayed for more than a predetermined amount of time. And the 
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proposed combining is not feasible if the motivation for combining is avoiding time 
delays. The combining proposed in the Office Action does not eliminate time delays. If 
time T is less than a predetermined amount, the clues are not displayed at all (since they 
are displayed only if T exceeds a predetermined amount of time). If time T exceeds the 
predetermined amount, than according to the combining the clues should be displayed 
with a delay (otherwise the proposed teaching would totally abandon Simonson's 
improvement and will not be a combining). That would contradict to the motivation for 
the combining. 

Therefore, the novel subject matter disclosed in independent claim 3 is not 
anticipated by Simonson. And it would not have been obvious to those skilled in the art, 
at the time the invention was made, to implement the displaying of the visual cluesJLand 
only if it is determined that the previously displayed portion A had been displayed for 
more than a predetermined amount of time to Simonson. Consequently, the subject 
matter disclosed in claim 3 is patentable over Simonson. 

The above arguments regarding claim 3 are also applicable to claim 20. 

A response to claim rejections of dependent claims 

In the sections above applicant provides responses to claim rejections of independent 
claims 3 and 20. The present section provides detailed responses to claim rejections of 
other dependent claims (OA of September 12, 2007, pages 3-5). Before proceeding to 
detailed responses, applicant submits that revised dependent claims incorporate all the 
subject matter of claims 3, and 20, and add additional subject matter, which makes them 
a fortiori and independently patentable over Simonson. 

a. As for claims 3, 20 (p. 3-4). Applicant provided arguments against rejecting 
these claims in the previous section. 

b. As for claims 5-6 (p. 4). Applicant submits that dependent claims 5 and 6 
incorporate all the subject matter of claim 3 and add additional subject matter, which 
makes them patentable over prior art 

* 

c. As for claim 14 (p. 4). Simonson does not teach differentiating between new 
and old contents as relative not to the entire window but an effective area that can be 
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defined as an area within a window (cf. 9:35-41). Therefore, claim 14 that incorporates 
all the subject matter of claim 3 and adds additional subject matter, is novel and 
patentable over prior art. 

d. As for claims 15 (p. 4). Applicant submits that dependent claim 15 
incorporates all the subject matter of claims 3, and 14 and adds additional subject 
matter, which makes it patentable over prior art. In particular, window navigation 
methods, techniques, and widgets, described by Simonson (2:42-3:42) do not teach 
using a screen pointer to set coordinates of an effective area within a window. 

e. As for claim 16 {p. 5). Applicant submits that dependent claim 16 
incorporates all the subject matter of claims 3, and 14 and adds additional subject 
matter, which makes it patentable over prior art. In particular, the type of artifact 
described by Simonson (8:15-32) does not teach using a screen control to set 
coordinates of an effective area within a window. 

f. As for claims 17, 26 (p. 5). Applicant submits that dependent claims 1 7 and 26 
incorporate all the subject matter of claims 3 and 20 and add additional subject matter, 
which makes them patentable over prior art. 

g. As for claim 18 (p. 5). Applicant submits that dependent claim 1 8 
incorporates all the subject matter of claim 3 and adds additional subject matter, which 
makes it patentable over prior art. 

h> As for claim 24 (p. 5). Applicant submits that dependent claim 24 incorporates 
all the subject matter of claim 20 and adds additional subject matter, which makes it 
patentable over prior art. 

i. As for claim 27 (p. 5), Claim 27 is canceled. 

j. As for claim 28 (p. 5). The claim refers to a special case of adjacent scrolling 
(as opposed to scrolling described in Simonson 9:3-13), which has not been specifically 
mentioned in prior art known to applicant Also, it incorporates all the subject matter of 
claim 3 and adds additional subject matter, which makes it patentable over prior art. 
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5. Concluding remarks 

For all of the above reasons, applicant submits that the specification and claims are now 
in proper form, and that the claims all define patentably over the prior art. Therefore he 
submits that this application is now in condition for allowance, which action he 
respectfully solicits. 

6. Conditional request for constructive assistance 

Applicant has amended the specification and claims of this application so that they are 
proper, definite, and define novel structure which is also unobvious. If, for any reason, 
this application is not believed to be in full condition for allowance, applicant respectfully 
requests the constructive assistance and suggestions of the Examiner pursuant to 

> 

MPEP § 706.03(d) and § 707.07Q) in order that the undersigned can place this 
application in allowable condition as soon as possible and without the need for 
further proceedings. 

Very respectfully, 



Viktor Kaptelinin 

Applicant Pro Se 

Mariehemsv. 13A 
906 54 Umea, Sweden 
Tel. +46-90-786 5927 
Fax +46-90-786 6550 
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